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Pnor to presennng recommendations for NEPNCERCLA lntegrahon, it is useful to - review several excerpts from 4OCFR Parts 1500 - 1508 (CEQ Regulahons) 

4OCFR1500 2 

4OCFR1500 4(k) 

40CFR1500 5(g) 

4OCFR1501 2(a) 

4OCFR1501 2(a) 

40CFR1502 14(b) 

"Integrate the nqulrements of NEPA wth other planmng and 
enwronmental rewew procedures requved by law or by agency 
practlce so that 2 m' (emphasis added) 

"Agenhes shall reduce excessive paperwork by rntegraMg NEPA 
requlrcments with other envmnmental review requ?rements" 

"Agencres shall reduce delay by integtatlng NEPA requirements wth 
other envmnmental rewew . rqurrements" 

"The purposes of h s  part rnclude NEPA D- 

a '* (emphasis added) 
of NEPAS 

"Agcnaes shall lntegrate the NEPA process wth other planmng 

envvonmental values, to avoid delays later rn the process, and to 
head off potcntlal confjlcts Each agency shall comply wth the 
mandate of SCCtlOn 102(2)(A) to " U ~ ~ I Z C  a systemahc, 
mtenhsaplmary approach wlwh wdl lllsurc the mtegrated use of 
natural and s o d  saences and the envllllonmtntal design arc m 
plannmg and m declsion malang whxh may have an unpact on man's 
enwonment", as sptcrfied by 4OcER1507 2" (emphasis added) 

to insure that planntng and decisions reflect 

" agencies shall devote substanaal treatment to each alternave 
considered in derad rncludtng the proposed acaon so that rcwewers 
may evaluate thm compatatlve merits" (Note Although thls apphes 
specifically to an EIS, it is appropnatc for an EA as well ) 

Please note that these references to the NEPA regulanons are meant to unply any lack 
of awareness on the part of EG&G Rather, they have been lncluded to set the stage for 
the comments that follow 

The IM/IRA/EA fbr OU2 was essentdly a CERCLA document Wowed 
document wth both incorporated into the same binder sectlons 1 through 6 were, with 
the possible excepaon of Secaon 2 2, ennrely devoted to CERCLA, whlle Sectlons 7 and 
8 were ennrely devoted to NEPA 
CERCLA and NEPA procedures 
I& also inconsistent wth I A  process was not rntegrated 
early enough to assure appropnate consideranon of NEPAs policies Fmally, it IS not 
consistent with 4OCFR15012(a) smce the NEPA process was not mtegrated at the earliest 
possible Qme 

It is DOE/RFo's posiaon that the eVdWhOn 
cntena run concurrently wth the evaluanon 
assure consistency wth (IOcFR1502 2, 1501 l(a), and 1501.2(a). 

a NEPA 

RCRA) 
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The IM/IRA/EA for OU2 did not present a substanhal ueatment to each dtemahve 
considered in dew1 as requvcd by 4OCFR1502.1qb) This is ewdenced by 21 pages 
devoted to the enwonmental effects of the proposal versus five pages devoted to the 
envmnmental effects of the alternahves. In 
ciscussion for thc pr0~0 sal _and dttmahVcS 
this to mean the same exact number of pages, words, etc ) 

wonmental effec3 
cd (Note Donot mterpret 

Tables 8- 1 -A and 8- 1 -B in the 1[M/IRAIEA for OU2 propaly evaluate the potcnual lmpacts 
to endangered specles However, the potcnaal unpact(s) on noncndangcrcd 
species is (are) not addressed. I know of no statements m the CEQ regulahons that de- 
emphasize noncndangertd spcacs In the futurt, potenhal mpacts on noncndangered 
species should be addressed. 

On page 2-24 of the IM/IRA/EA; document III Stcam 2 2 6 (Wetlands), it is stated that 
"iniaal consultauon wth the U S. Fish & W W e  S m c e  and the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engtnecrs was conducted m the Spnng of 1988". However, there is no htmg of agencies 
and persons consulted as r e q d  by 4OCFR1508.9(b) (set paragraph one of General 
Rewew of the OU2 IM/IRA/EA document attached). 

cizmmhA 
With regard to the basehe nsk assessment (BRA) rtalurcd under CERCLA. the LQG 
spanfiei that each operable u t  wdl have a &par& BRA, However, the a Q  ngulaaons 
rcqurrc that cumulative impacts be addzlesscd The IhMkVEA npart forOU2 includes 
human health nsk assessment, but does not rnclude the results of the human health nsk 
assessment from the IM/IRA pIanned for OU1. How do you plan to mcorporate 
cumulahve unpacts from the vanous operable mts9 It sctms llkc the latest nsk 
assessment at a gwen operable wt should mcorporate pnwous nsk assessment results 
from other operable wts. Also, I see no reason to ~ f m n t i a t e  between an IM/IRA and a 
final remedtal acuon. The IM/IRAs axe planned to CO~MIIC for at least two years and may 
ulamately beccxne part of the final rtmed~al actlon Thus, nsk assessments for lcM/IRAs 
need to be c o r m d d  when detcrmmng cumulaave rmpacts 

For addaonal DOE comments on NEPNCERCLA UItegrahOn, =fer to my memorandum 
to Laura Fnck dated Apnl4,1991, regarding the EG&G document enhtlcd, "A NEPA 
Compliance Strategy for the Rocky Flats Enwonmental Restorahon Rogram Consistent 
with DOE NEPNCERCLA Lntegraaon Pohcy" 



p 2- 10, par 2 I assume that this second paragraph IS for chatologrcal/meteorolo~cd 
mformaaon Inclusion of data on temperature, evaporation, and wnd 
(speed and duecnon) in adhaon to precipitanon should be prowded in 
the future 

Discussion of run off control structures would be more appropnate for 
surface water hydrology on page 2-1 1 

p 6-4, last par Accurnulahon of surface water 111 the equakanon tank dunng low 
last sentence mfluent flow penods, wdl result in decreased water flow downsmam 

of the &version structures Although as descnbed on page 7-7 (2nd 
paragraph, last page), water dwerted from the creek will be removed for 
no more than 3 to 4 hours at 60GPM and for no more 48 hours at very 
low flows, there is a potennal adverse unpact to aquanc biota This 
lmpact is not addressed in this document (See also last paragraph on 
page 7-6 ) 

In addmon, I am unclear whether the proposed water treatment process 
wll mcrease the temperature of the mfluent. If so, it IS appropnate to 
state the approxlmatt temperature of the effluent and ciscuss the 
potenad impact to aqUahC biota. (See dso, last paragraph on page 7-6 ) 

If potenhd impacts to aquaac biota an not a concern. why are we 
conductmg enwonmental evaluaaons under CERCU and ecology 
stuhes for the SWEIS? 

p 7-4, Sec 
7 2,Znd par 

It is stated that erosion control measures wdl be applied to all sods 
excavated d m g  the IM/lRA and post-excavaaon p o d .  Potennal 
erosion control rmaganon measures should be d.~~cussed. 

p 7-7, first 
sentence 

p 7-21, Sec 
7 11 
(Cumulaave flows) 
Impacts) 

More detatl should be provlded regardmg the replacement of destroyed 
wetland plants as th~s is a magahon of adverse enwonmental effects 

?he cumulative lmpacts on aquaac biota arc notadequately &scussed 
(e g , mcreased sedunentanon potenaal, higher t c m v s ,  interrmttent 

Dtd the nsk assessment consider cumulanve unpacts to on-site personnel 
who h e  near the REP7 

Does not consider the impacts from construcnon and operaaon of the 
IM/IRA at OU1 to on-site personnel and the general public 

- 
A cumulanve lmpact IS defined m 4OCFRlsO8 7 as that "which results 
from the mcremental impact of the acnon when added to past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future acaons " Indmdually rmnor but 
collecnvely slgtllficant amons takmg pIace over a penod of nme can 
result in cumulanve unpacts 



Speclfic Comments 
Page 2 

p 8-4, Tables These tables are not a substitute for the bnef 
8- 1 -A & 8- 1-B enwonmental lmpacts of the proposed acaon and alternaaves requxed 

by 4OCFR 1508 9(b) (emphasis added) (Also, note that the text in 
Secuon 8 is also inadequate relanve to Sectlon 7 ) 

of the 

Regardmg enwonmental Impacts, although endangered species are a 
cntlcal component of any NEPA evaluatlon, it is not NEPA’s intent to 
de-emphaSize non-endangered species Thus, a companson of impacts 
between a proposed action and alternaaves should consider biota 



An envuonmental assessment (EA), as descnbed rn 4OCFR1508 9(b), IS a hnef 
discussion of the a for the proposal, altemahves requvcd by NEPA k h 0 n  102(2)(E), 
envmnmental lmpacts of the proposed acuon and akmahves, and a hsmg of agencies 
and persons consulted 

The & for the proposed acnon is dscussed towards the end of the first paragraph on 
page 1-1 However, It is not stated as such 

NEPA Secuon 102(2)(E) rqulrcs the Federal government to "study, develop, and 
descnbe appropnate alternaaves to recommended courses of amon in any proposal which 
involves unresolved conflicts concemng altemauve uses of aviulable resources'' 

In Sechon 4, dtemahVCS w e n  idenhfled and analyzed by CERCLA cntcna consisnng of 
effechveness, implementab&ty and cost. Alternatwes for COkChng contarmnated surface 
waters lncluded 1) &vrrsron at the source, 2) upgwhent well array or French dram, 3) 
CdleChOn at Pond B-5 For treatment technologes for mhonuclides and metals removal, 
alternaaves mcluded chemrcal precipitauon, cross-flow membrane filmon and ion 
exchange. Alternahves consldercd for VOC trtarmcnt tcchnololpes lncludd GAC 
absorphon, a u  stnppmg, and W/peroxlde oxldanon. For mfluent pre-treatment for 
suspended solids removal, alternanves included cross-flow membrane filmon, and 
polymer addmon wth granular maha filmon. 

In stchon 5, a comparanve analysis of the dtcmahVCS was perfarmed based on the three 
CERCLA cntena. The resuit of this analysis was the propostd inttnm mtasdntcnm 
rem&al actlon (IM/IRA) dcscnbed in Section 6 Thus, the CERCLA proccss was used 
to idenhfy the proposed amon (or praposal) 

The proposed (and preferred) IM(IRA lncluded surfse water collcctlon by &version at the 
source and treatment by chamcal tlmtment/cross-flow mennbrane fileration followed by 
liqurd-phase GAC treatment. It IS important to notc that the w a d  "prefermi" was used on 

process in Sccaons 7 and 8 
page 6-1 for the proposed IMN/IRA. ThS reflects 8 bias tD 1NWhllg the NEPA 

Enwonmental effects of the proposed RvUTRAP arc dsussed in the 
compnse k h O n  7 Envmmmental effects were considered on drquahty, water quahty, 
biologcal resources, wetlands, archaeology, hstonc stts and short-and-long-term land 
producavlty Human health nsks were b u s s e d  for construct~on workers, RFP 
personnel, and the general pubk. In addmon, comrmrmcnt of resouxces, transportahon 
impacts, and cumulative q a c t s  were &scusscd. 

which 

The enwonmena effects of the dttrnahVCS w m  &scussed ln the 
compnse Stctlon 8 

whch 

One altemauve considered mluded the no aChOn dtCrMhVe. The other dtemahvc 
mcluded the follomg treatment tcchnololges 1) polymer &hOn a d  vvlth granular 
medla fdtrahon for suspended sol& removal, 2) W/pemude OXldahOn and iill stnpping 
for VOC removal and, 3) ion exchange for ra&onuchdc and metals removal. 
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It is noteworthy that enwonmental effects of the two dternahves for COkChng 
conmnated surface waters (upgmbent well arrayFrench dram and collectlon at Pond 
B-5) were not subjected to any NEPA analysis Although the collechon method was 
prewously agreed upon by DOE/EPA/CDH pnor to the prcparahon of this document, 
1s not 3 
e v e s  -e of a -PA evaluatrQn At best, it 
gives the impression of an unbalanced NEPA analysis 

On page 2-24 in Sectlon 2 2 6 (Wetlands), i t  is stated that "imaal consultaaon wth the 
U S Fish & Wildlife Service and the U S Army Corps of Engineers was conducted in 
the Spnng of 1988" However, there is no lsang of agenaes and persons consulted as 
requved by 4oCFR1508 9(b) 

adChhOn, B 21-- 
ve v m  four-- 


